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ABSTRACT
In this exploratory study authors combine several appro-
aches to explore the images of two highly attractive 
tourist destinations: Hawai’i and Croatia. Two conven-
ience samples were used: the image of Hawai’i was 
measured among Croatian undergraduate business 
students, and the image of Croatia was measured 
among Hawaiian tourism students. Functional and 
psychological image components were assessed at 
both a holistic and the attribute level. In addition, an 
importance-perception analysis was performed to as-
sess the degree to which the destination image at the 
attribute level coincides with the students’ perception 
of an optimal destination. Finally, the authors conduct 
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SAŽETAK
U ovoj eksplorativnoj studiji autori primjenjuju kombi-
naciju različitih pristupa u mjerenju imidža dviju iznim-
no atraktivnih turističkih destinacija: Havaja i Hrvatske. 
U istraživanju su korištena dva prigodna uzorka: imidž 
Havaja mjeren je među hrvatskim studentima poslovne 
ekonomije, a imidž Hrvatske među havajskim studenti-
ma turizma. Istraživanjem su obuhvaćeni funkcionalni i 
psihološki elementi imidža, i to na holističkoj razini te na 
razini atributa. Dodatno je primijenjena analiza važnosti 
i percepcije kako bi se ustanovilo u kojoj mjeri imidž 
analiziranih destinacija na razini atributa odgovara 
studentskoj percepciji optimalne destinacije. Konačno, 
autori koriste analizu pomoću matrice važnosti da bi 
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istražili ključne čimbenike percipirane sveukupne atrak-
tivnosti destinacije. Rezultati pružaju detaljan uvid u 
imidž Hrvatske i Havaja, te upućuju na nekoliko zanim-
ljivih razlika među analiziranim uzorcima.
an importance grid analysis to explore the key drivers 
of the overall perceived destination attractiveness. The 
results provide a detailed insight into the images of 
Croatia and Hawaii, and reveal several interesting dif-
ferences between the two student samples. 
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1. INTRODUCTION
The ever-increasing competition in the global tour-
ism market forces destinations to develop adequate 
positioning strategies and an effective marketing plan 
that will clearly differentiate them from competitors in 
the marketplace. In order to be able to influence the 
destination selection process, to transmit a favorable 
image to potential tourists and to create a competitive 
position, destination managers today are confronted 
with growing requirements for information about 
tourist behavior, needs and desires.
Travel and tourism research in the past more than two 
decades has demonstrated that a destination image 
among tourists is a valuable and irreplaceable concept 
in understanding the destination selection process. This 
topic has been one of the most frequently investigated 
areas by researchers around the globe.1 The importance 
of the concept of destination image is universally ac-
knowledged since it affects the individual’s perception, 
consequent behavior and destination choice.2 
This paper deals with the issues of destination aware-
ness and image among student travelers. Two suc-
cessful and highly attractive tourism destinations were 
chosen – Croatia and Hawai’i. Tourism plays a signifi-
cant role in the economies of both Croatia and Hawai’i, 
both destinations have similar tourism life spans and, 
because of the mass tourism effect, both are currently 
facing problems relating to future growth and sustain-
ability. The student segment of the leisure travel in-
dustry was chosen because not only is this segment 
vast but also important economically, representing 
a significant portion of all international travelers and 
generating multibillion-dollar business.3
2. DESTINATION IMAGE 
– CONCEPT AND 
MEASUREMENT
Although the concept of destination image has been 
a very frequent subject of study by numerous tourism 
researchers in the past, we can still find in the related 
academic literature a lot of discussion and discrepancy 
regarding the issues such as conceptualization and 
dimensions of destination image, its assessment and 
measurement. In studying a conceptual framework of 
destination image, we can distinguish many different 
approaches but its fundamental characteristics are 
multidisciplinarity (anthropology, sociology, geogra-
phy, marketing etc.) and intradisciplinarity (destination 
positioning, destination selection process, consumer 
behavior etc.). The result of such a study approach led 
to the absence of an explicit and universally accepted 
definition of destination image while offering a variety 
of interpretations, depending on the researcher’s inter-
est and viewpoint.
For the purpose of this paper the authors will use the 
conceptualization proposed by Echtner and Ritchie,4 
according to which the destination image construct 
consists of two main components; those that are at-
tribute-based and others that are holistic. Moreover, 
each of these components consists of functional (or 
more tangible) and psychological (or more abstract) 
characteristics and images may range from those 
based on common characteristics to those based on 
more distinctive or unique characteristics.
The search for a widely accepted measurement ap-
proach is another very important area of destination 
image research which has been of great interest to 
tourism researchers and practitioners.5 However, at the 
same time, the lack of agreement about the conceptu-
alization of perceived destination image has contrib-
uted to great heterogeneity in its measurement.6
In the tourism marketing literature we can identify ei-
ther structured (quantitative, positivist) measurement 
techniques, which involve different image attributes 
being specified and incorporated into a standardized 
instrument (scale format, e.g. Likert scales, semantic 
differential) or unstructured (qualitative) approaches 
(e.g. focus groups, free elicitation/open-ended sur-
vey questions, in-depth interviews/discussions with 
experts), using free-form descriptions to measure the 
complex structure of image. The two approaches have 
various shortcomings; hence, a combination of the 
both approaches is necessary to ensure proper and 
comprehensive destination image measurement. Darko Prebežac, Josip Mikulić 
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3. TOURISM DEVELOPMENT 
IN CROATIA AND HAWAI’I
Today, tourism is one of the strongest global industries 
and numerous countries worldwide see a chance for 
their own economic prosperity in tourism develop-
ment. In Croatia and Hawai’i tourism plays a significant 
role and is among the most important generators of 
economic growth. In Croatia tourism generates around 
20% of GDP; in Hawaii its share is around 30%. The an-
nual tourist count in the 2001-2007 period is shown in 
Table 1 and Table 2.
Table 1: Tourist arrivals and overnight stays – Croatia 2001-2007
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Tourist arrivals (in million) 7.9 8.3 8.9 9.4 10.0 10.4 11.2
Overnight stays (in million) 43.4 44.7 46.6 47.8 51.4 53.0  56.0
Source: Republic of Croatia - Central Bureau of Statistics
Table 2: Tourist arrivals and overnight stays – Hawai’i 2001-2007
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Tourist arrivals (in million) 6.3 6.4 6.4 6.9 7.4 7.5 N/A
Overnight stays (in million) 57.8 58.5 58.8 62.8 67.7 68.5 N/A
Source: State of Hawaii - Department of Business, Economic Development & Tourism
Whereas seasonality is very high in Croatia, with 87% of 
its annual tourists arriving between May and October, 
there is a less seasonal arrival pattern in Hawai’i, where 
52% of the annual tourists arrive during the same six 
month period.7
In both tourism destinations we see a domination of 
a handful generating markets. Tourists from Germany 
(20%), Slovenia (10%), Italy (10%), the Czech Republic 
(8%), Austria (8%) and Croatia (7%) represent the larg-
est tourist market to Croatia, and account for 63% of 
total overnight stays. In the case of Hawai’i, the USA 
(West Coast, 46%; East Coast, 29%) and Japan (11%) 
are the largest tourist markets, accounting for 86% of 
total overnight stays.8
A comparison of the average length of stay in Croatia 
and Hawai’i has shown a significant difference: 5 days 
is the average length in Croatia and 9 days in Hawaii. 
Tour operators in both destinations have declined in 
importance. Nowadays, Croatia and Hawai’i have a 
more similar structure of tourist arrivals – 65% of visi-
tors to Croatia and 54% of visitors to Hawai’i travel in-
dependently.9 
Tourist satisfaction is an important indicator of tour-
ism industry performance, providing a vital feedback 
on how well services are delivered and how well the 
industry meets expectations. It is also a leading indi-
cator of customer retention and loyalty. Both destina-
tions have a high level of visitor satisfaction. Croatia 
has 81.8% repeat visitors. Hawai’i has similar indicators 
- 63% repeat visitors, and 89.6% of those who would 
recommend Hawai’i to their friends and family.10
Despite the fact that there are some differences in the 
geo-political situation, historic background and tour-
ism development between Croatia and Hawai’i, the 
two destinations have a number of characteristics in 
common – natural beauty and eco-sensitive environ-
ment, international sun and beaches destinations, a 
similar tourism life cycle and economic success. At the 
same time, both are also currently facing some prob-
lems, such as product repositioning, image creation, 
destination rebranding, carrying capacity and environ-
mental protection and sustainability. 
DESTINATION IMAGE AND KEY DRIVERS OF PERCEIVED DESTINATION ATTRACTIVENESS 
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4. RESEARCH 
METHODOLOGY
The aim of this study was to explore the destination 
images of Hawai’i and Croatia among Croatian and 
Hawaiian student travelers, respectively. To capture 
the complexity of the destination image concept, the 
analysis involved three steps:
(1)  Open-ended questions were used to assess the 
destination images of Croatia and Hawai’i at the 
holistic level. Answers to the questions were con-
tent-analyzed in order to reveal stereotypical, af-
fective, uniqueness and activity-based images as 
well as unfavorable images and significant image 
distortions for the two destinations. 
(2)  An importance-perception analysis was conducted 
to evaluate to what degree the perceived desti-
nation image at the attribute-level coincides with 
the students’ image of an optimum destination. 
The aim of this analysis was to identify significant 
negative discrepancies between attribute-percep-
tion levels and attribute-importance levels.
(3)  An importance-grid analysis was used to gain 
insight into possible asymmetric relationships be-
tween the perception-level of particular images at 
the attribute-level and the level of destination at-
tractiveness. The aim of this analysis was to identify 
key drivers of perceived destination attractiveness 
in the analyzed segments, i.e. to identify those im-
age components which have the highest potential 
to increase and/or reduce the perceived overall at-
tractiveness of a tourist destination.
For the purpose of this study two convenience samples 
were used. The image of Hawai’i was measured among 
Croatian undergraduate business students (n=105), and 
the image of Croatia was measured among Hawaiian 
undergraduate and graduate business students (n=101). 
Data collection took place between November 2007 
and January 2008 by means of a semi-structured self-
administered questionnaire. A paper-and-pencil ver-
sion of the questionnaire was used to survey Croatian 
students, and an online version was used to survey 
Hawaiian students. The web survey was conducted 
using LimeSurvey open-source software. The data was 
analyzed with the help of SPSS 15.0.
5. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
5.1.  Assessing destination 
image at the holistic level
Four open-ended questions were used to assess the 
destination images of Croatia and Hawaii at the holistic 
level. Echtner and Ritchie propose two open-ended 
questions to capture the holistic component of des-
tination image:11
•  "What images or characteristics come to mind 
when you think of XXX as a vacation destination?" 
(functional holistic component)
•  "How would you describe the atmosphere or 
mood that you would expect to experience while 
visiting XXX? (psychological holistic component)
Moreover, the authors propose a third open-ended 
question to capture uniqueness image components: 
•  "Please list any distinctive or unique tourist attrac-
tion that you can think of in XXX."
According to the classification used by Stepchenkova 
and Morrison in their recent study of Russia’s destina-
tion image among US pleasure travelers, 12 images 
assessed through the three above-mentioned ques-
tions will be referred to as "stereotypical", "affective" 
and "uniqueness" images, respectively.
Furthermore, in this study a fourth open-ended ques-
tion was added to capture images which are related to 
tourist activities (i.e. activity-based images):
•  "Please list any tourist activity you think XXX offers 
good possibilities for."
Respondents could give up to three answers to each 
question. Results are shown in Tables 3-10. Darko Prebežac, Josip Mikulić 
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Table 3: Stereotypical images of Croatia
Image variable Frequency Image variable Frequency
beautiful (nature/scenery) 39 sun 13
Europe/European 28 Mediterranean 9
history 18 cold/snow 7
beautiful beaches 16 soccer 7
Table 4: Stereotypical images of Hawai’i
Image variable Frequency Image variable Frequency
beautiful beaches 39 hot weather 20
clean sea 35 hula dance 18
sun 23 flowers 12
palms  22 volcano  10
Table 5: Affective images of Croatia
Image variable Frequency Image variable Frequency
peaceful 35 friendly people 12
culture  22 fun  12
nature 19 interesting 9
exciting 14 European 6
Table 6: Affective images of Hawai’i
Image variable Frequency Image variable Frequency
peaceful 45 exotic 17
pleasure 35 excitement 15
excellent mood 27 warm 12
party  18 sympathetic hosts 9
Table 7: Uniqueness images of Croatia
Image variable Frequency Image variable Frequency
beach/sea/ocean  25 Krka 8
nature parks/natural attractions 17 historical places/sights 6
historical buildings/churches 14 Plitvice lakes 6
Dubrovnik 12 Split 5
Table 8: Uniqueness images of Hawai’i
Image variable Frequency Image variable Frequency
Honolulu 46 Mauna Loa  13
Waikiki  42 flower chain 8
hula dance 17 volcano 6
Maui 15 cocktails 3 
DESTINATION IMAGE AND KEY DRIVERS OF PERCEIVED DESTINATION ATTRACTIVENESS 
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A simple content analysis of responses to the open-
ended questions revealed predominant images across 
all four categories (i.e. stereotypical, affective, unique-
ness and activity-based images) and absolute num-
bers of responses were interpreted as indicators of the 
level of destination awareness. Moreover, since the re-
sponses represent top-of-mind associations with the 
two destinations, they also facilitated a simple identi-
fication of possible image distortions.
The high response rates to the open-ended ques-
tions in both student samples indicated a high level of 
awareness of both Croatia and Hawai’i as tourist desti-
nations. However, the level of awareness of Hawai’i as a 
tourist destination among Croatian students was high-
er than the level of awareness of Croatia among Hawai-
ian students, especially with regard to the uniqueness 
and the activity-based image component. As much as 
94% of Croatian students gave at least one response to 
the uniqueness images question, as opposed to only 
70% of Hawaiian students. At least one answer to the 
activity-based images question was provided by 90% 
of Croatian students and 77% of Hawaiian students.
A qualitative analysis of responses showed that there 
were no significant image distortions. However, 7% of 
Hawaiian students answered "cold/snow" to the stere-
otypical image question, which could be explained 
by the recent successes of the Croatian national ski 
team. 
Table 9: Activity-based images of Croatia
Image variable Frequency Image variable Frequency
sightseeing 29 skiing 14
historical sightseeing 25 yachting/sailing 13
hiking 24 water sports 11
cultural experience 19 dining/food 10
Table 10: Activity-based images of Hawai’i
Image variable Frequency Image variable Frequency
surfing 46 nature visits/exploring nature  15
swimming 41 dancing 13
diving/scuba-diving 37 partying/clubbing 9
relaxing/sunbathing 30 jet ski/boat trips 4
Overall, the prevailing image of Croatia among Hawai-
ian students could be described as a "European coun-
try with beautiful nature and peaceful atmosphere, 
rich in culture and history, which offers great possibili-
ties for sightseeing" The predominant image of Hawai’i 
among Croatian students could be described as an 
"exotic island with beautiful beaches and many volca-
noes which offers great possibilities to relax and for all 
sorts of water sports". 
5.2.  Assessing destination 
image at the attribute-level
In the next step an importance-perception analysis 
was performed to evaluate the destination images 
of Hawai’i and Croatia at the attribute-level. The con-
cept of this analysis is basically identical to the one 
of importance-performance analysis (IPA), which was 
introduced by Martilla and James.13 However, in this 
case, the primary purpose of IPA was not to derive 
managerial implications on how to best (re-)allocate 
an organization’s resources, but simply to reveal signifi-
cant discrepancies between the general importance 
of destination attributes and the respondents’ percep-
tions along the same attributes for a specific tourist 
destination. In other words, the analysis revealed to 
what degree the respondents’ perception of the desti-
nation matches their image of an "optimal destination". Darko Prebežac, Josip Mikulić 
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In this regard, destination marketers in particular need 
to pay attention to the attributes which fall into the 
negative discrepancy area because these attributes are 
very likely to significantly degrade the overall destina-
tion image (Figure 1).
Figure 1: Importance-perception grid
Source: Authors
Figure 2: Importance-perception grid for Hawaii (Croatian students)
Source: Research 
DESTINATION IMAGE AND KEY DRIVERS OF PERCEIVED DESTINATION ATTRACTIVENESS 
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The IP grid for Hawai’i reveals that Croatian students 
have a highly positive image of Hawai’i as a tourist 
destination (Figure 2). The majority of destination at-
tributes, i.e. 13 attributes (52%), fall into the right three 
quadrants, which means that respondents perceive 
them very positively (P=4.0+). However, three at-
tributes (12%) fall into the upper left quadrant (P=2.5-; 
I=4.0+), namely: affordable transportation to the des-
tination (3), good traffic connection with the residence 
(1) and affordable prices (15). As one would expect, 
these attributes show a significant negative discrep-
ancy between perception and importance scores in 
the analyzed segment of Croatian undergraduate busi-
ness students.
The same analysis for Croatia reveals that Hawaiian stu-
dents do not have an equally positive image of Croatia 
as do Croatian students of Hawai’i (Figure 3). Only two 
destination attributes (8%), namely beautiful scenery 
(2) and beautiful natural attractions (11), fall into the 
right three quadrants (P=4.0+), whereas the majority 
of attributes, i.e. 21 (84%), fall into the three medium-
perception quadrants (2.5<P<4.0). However, only one 
attribute, i.e. affordable transportation to the destina-
tion (3), falls into the upper left quadrant, indicating a 
significant negative discrepancy between perception 
and importance for this attribute. Despite the fact 
that this attribute shows a very low perception score 
among Hawaiian students (P=2.44), the score is still 
much higher compared to the respective score among 
Croatian students (P=1.35). This could be seen as an in-
dicator of lower price-sensitivity of Hawaiian students 
compared to Croatian ones, which is not surprising, 
considering the differences in the living standards. Not 
surprising, either, is the fact that ‘many activities for 
children (18)’ represents the least important attribute 
in both these analyzed student samples. 
Figure 3: Importance-perception grid for Croatia (Hawaiian students)
Source: ResearchDarko Prebežac, Josip Mikulić 
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5.3.  Assessing the factor 
structure of destination 
attractiveness
The third and last step of the image analysis involved 
an importance-grid analysis (IGA).15 The use of IGA is 
documented in several studies which deal with the 
issues of destination benchmarking and destination 
image.16 
IGA was originally introduced as a tool for exploring 
the three-factor structure of customer satisfaction or 
for assessing, respectively, different quality elements 
according to the Kano model of attractive and must-
be quality.17 In order to explore different factors ac-
cording to this theory/model, the technique compares 
the scores of explicit and implicit attribute-importance. 
Explicit importance scores are obtained directly from 
the customer/tourist (e.g. through direct rating-, con-
stant-sum- or ranking scales) whereas implicit impor-
tance scores are derived by regressing or correlating 
attribute performance against a global measure of 
performance or satisfaction (e.g. overall tourist satis-
faction - OTS). Accordingly, implicit importance scores 
can be regarded as indicators of an attribute’s impact 
on e.g. OTS. Most authors use standardized beta coef-
ficients from multiple regression analysis,18 or correla-
tion coefficients.19 
To perform the analysis, the scores of both implicit and 
explicit importance for each attribute are depicted 
along the horizontal and vertical axis of a two-dimen-
sional grid. In a next step, the grid is divided into four 
quadrants, most frequently by means of grand means 
of implicit and explicit importance scores. In the last 
step, different satisfaction factors are identified by ana-
lyzing the attributes’ positioning within the grid.
In this study, the authors transferred the basic idea of 
IGA from the concept of customer satisfaction to the 
concept of destination attractiveness. Accordingly, IGA 
was not used to explore possible asymmetric relation-
ships between attribute-level performance and overall 
customer satisfaction but rather between the level of 
attribute-perception and perceived overall destination 
attractiveness (PODA). PODA was measured on a 10-
point single item rating scale (1-not at all attractive, 
10-very attractive). Spearman correlation coefficients 
between attribute-perception and PODA were used as 
scores of implicit importance. Grand means of explicit- 
and implicit attribute-importance scores were used to 
divide the grids into four quadrants.
Analogously to traditional IGA, a comparison of explicit 
importance (E.I.) and implicit importance (I.I.) enabled 
the categorization of image components into the fol-
lowing groups:20 
•  Basic image components (high E.I.; low I.I.) – Im-
age components which have a large potential to 
decrease PODA if they are perceived negatively. 
However, if they are perceived positively, they do 
not significantly increase PODA. 
•  Linear image components (high E.I., low I.I.) – Im-
age components which have an approximately 
equal potential to increase and decrease PODA, 
depending on whether they are perceived posi-
tively or negatively.
•  Enhancing image components (low E.I., high I.I.) 
– Image components which have a large potential 
to increase PODA if they are perceived positively. 
However, if not delivered, or perceived negatively, 
these components are not likely to significantly 
decrease PODA. 
•  Neutral image components (low E.I., low I.I.) – Im-
age components which neither increase nor de-
crease PODA significantly, regardless of whether 
they are perceived positively or negatively. 
According to the importance-grid for Croatian stu-
dents (Figure 4), nine attributes (36%) could be cat-
egorized as basic image components of Hawai’i (1, 3, 
5, 7, 9, 13, 15, 17 and 20), eight attributes (32%) could 
be categorized as linear image components (2, 4, 11, 
16, 21, 22, 23 and 24), four attributes (16%) could be 
categorized as enhancing image components (6, 8, 12 
and 25) and four attributes (16%) could be categorized 
as neutral components (10, 14, 18 and 19). 
DESTINATION IMAGE AND KEY DRIVERS OF PERCEIVED DESTINATION ATTRACTIVENESS 
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Figure 4: Importance-grid for Croatian students
Source: Research
According to the same analysis for Hawaiian students 
(Figure 5), six attributes (24%) could be categorized as 
basic image components of Croatia (3, 10, 15, 16, 17 
and 23), ten attributes (40%) could be categorized as 
linear image components (2, 4, 5, 7, 11, 19, 20, 21, 22 
and 24), four attributes (16%) could be categorized as 
enhancing image components (6, 9, 14 and 25) and 
five attributes (20%) could be categorized as neutral 
components (1, 8, 12, 13 and 18). 
The comparison of IGA results revealed some inter-
esting differences between Croatian and Hawaiian 
students: 
•  For Croatian students ‘attractive nightlife (13)’ is 
close to the border between basic and linear com-
ponents while representing a neutral component 
for Hawaiian students. This means that for Hawaiian 
students ‘attractive nightlife’ has almost no impact 
on PODA, regardless of whether they perceive it 
positively or negatively, whereas for Croatian stu-
dents a negative perception of the nightlife in a 
destination highly degrades PODA. 
•  ‘Safe destination (20)’ clearly represents a linear 
component for Hawaiian students while it is a ba-
sic component for their Croatian counterparts. This 
means that a positive perception of safety in a des-
tination has no impact on increasing PODA among 
Croatian students but a negative perception highly 
decreases PODA. On the other hand, for Hawaiian 
students, a positive perception of safety in a des-
tination actually increases PODA and a negative 
perception decreases PODA. 
•  ‘Interesting cultural/historical heritage (14)’ and 
‘high-quality tourist services (19)’ are close to the 
border between enhancing and linear compo-
nents for Hawaiian students while they are classi-
fied as neutral components for Croatian students. 
This means that positive perceptions along these Darko Prebežac, Josip Mikulić 
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attributes highly increase PODA for Hawaiian stu-
dents whereas these attributes do not play an im-
portant role for Croatian students in the formation 
of PODA. 
However, the comparison of IGA results also revealed 
many similarities between the two analyzed student 
samples. As much as 11 out of 25 attributes (44%) were 
classified the same way (2, 3, 6, 11, 15, 17, 18, 21, 22, 24 
and 25):
•  Basic components: affordable transportation to the 
destination (3), affordable prices (15) and well-de-
veloped public transportation (17).
•  Linear components: beautiful scenery (2), beautiful 
natural attractions (11), beautiful beaches and clean 
sea (21), tourist info-points (22) and many interest-
ing places for excursions (24).
•  Enhancing components: high quality accommoda-
tion (6) and trendy image (25).
•  Neutral components: many activities for children 
(18).
Figure 5: Importance-grid for Hawaiian students
Source: Research
6. CONCLUSIONS
In this exploratory study, several approaches were 
combined to measure the images of Croatia and 
Hawai’i as tourist destinations, as perceived by Hawai-
ian and Croatian students respectively. 
In the first step, the destination image was measured 
at the holistic level using four open-ended questions. 
This facilitated the identification of stereotypical, af-
fective, uniqueness and activity-based images. Re-
sults showed that Croatian students are highly aware 
of Hawai’i as a tourist destination, whereas Hawaiian 
students showed a lower level of awareness of Croatia,  
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especially with regard to the uniqueness and activ-
ity-based image component. A qualitative analysis of 
responses showed that there were no significant im-
age distortions. 
In the second step, an importance-perception analysis 
(IPA) was performed to measure the destination image 
at the attribute-level, and to evaluate to what degree 
the destination image coincides with the general im-
portance of destination attributes. Results from IPA 
enabled the identification of significant deviations 
between attribute-perception and attribute-impor-
tance. As one would expect, the attribute ‘affordable 
transportation to the destination’ showed the highest 
negative discrepancy between perception and impor-
tance in both samples. However, IPA results also indi-
cated a lower price-sensitivity of Hawaiian students 
compared to their Croatian counterparts. Furthermore, 
overall, the results showed that Croatian students have 
a more positive image of Hawai’i as a tourist destina-
tion than do Hawaiian students of Croatia. 
In the third and last step, an importance-grid analysis 
(IGA) was performed as a commonly used empirical 
method for assessing the three-factor structure of cus-
tomer satisfaction. In this study, the basic idea of IGA 
was transferred from the concept of customer satis-
faction to the concept of destination attractiveness in 
order to explore image components at the attribute-
level (i.e. destination attributes), which are key-drivers 
of perceived overall destination attractiveness. The 
analysis revealed the existence of basic, linear, en-
hancing and neutral image components. The results 
also showed several interesting differences between 
Croatian and Hawaiian students. However, 11 out of 
25 destination attributes were classified the same way 
across the two samples. 
This exploratory study on the images of Hawai’i and 
Croatia demonstrated the applicability and useful-
ness of this combination of measurement approaches 
(open-ended questions, IPA and IGA). The methodol-
ogy could also be applied to other destinations and, 
thus, represents a valuable tool for destination market-
ers who are involved in image management. However, 
it is not possible to generalize the individual findings 
of this study to other destinations, or to other tourist 
segments.
7. LIMITATIONS AND 
FURTHER RESEARCH
This study has several limitations. Despite the common 
use of IGA in studies on the three-factor structure of 
customer satisfaction, there is no theory which ex-
plains why different factors of satisfaction (or in this 
study – factors of destination attractiveness) can be 
derived by comparing implicit and explicit attribute-
importance. Moreover, authors who have compared 
different methods for exploring the three-factor 
structure of customer satisfaction did not report con-
vergent validity between IGA and other methods.21 
Therefore, future studies should address the question 
of reliability and validity of IGA results. Furthermore, 
the use of Spearman correlation coefficients as an 
impact-measure is not ideal since correlation coeffi-
cients only provide information about the direction 
and strength of a linear relationship while providing 
no information about causality. In this regard, multiple 
regression analysis seems to be a better solution but, 
statistically, it cannot be applied to ordinal data. Even 
if one is to neglect this fact, multiple regression analy-
sis has a serious shortcoming: when large numbers of 
variables (i.e. attributes) are included in the analysis, 
the risk of intercorrelations among predictor variables 
highly increases and is likely to cause problems in the 
interpretation of results. Thus, future studies should 
also address the question of which implicit importance 
(i.e. impact) measure to use in IGA. Another limitation 
of this study is that the scale used to measure destina-
tion image at the attribute-level was neither tested for 
content validity nor internal consistency. The choice of 
destination attributes was based on a literature review 
but there still appears to be a lack of agreement on 
dimensions and attributes of the destination image 
concept. Finally, the use of convenience samples and 
the small sample size represent another limitation of 
this study. Darko Prebežac, Josip Mikulić 
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